Even more perplexing for Sparks was the recognition that Matthew and Mark contain Semitisms that can be explained by either Aramaic or Hebrew, while Luke presents Semitisms that can be only Hebrew. Writing prior to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls3 and other inscriptional evidence that demonstrates the first-century use of Hebrew,4 Sparks presumed that if the Evangelist had drawn from a Semitic source, it could only have been Aramaic. Therefore, since "hardly any of St. Luke's Semitisms are demonstrably derivable from Aramaic," he concluded the only explanation for the Hebraisms in the Third Gospel was the Evangelist's intentional biblicizing style.
Sparks' approach is still representative of the mainstream of New Testament scholars, who have not moved far from either his assumptions or conclusions during the ensuing seven decades. The charge of alleged Lukan Septuagintisms5 is unhesitatingly repeated in the scholarly litera ture.6 This line of reasoning is founded upon two a priori assumptions: first, Aramaic is the only language option available to explain the Semitisms in the Synoptic Gospels;7 second, Luke's literary sources for his Gospel were primarily Mark and Q, which
